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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . Restriction to one of the following inventions is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 : 

I. Claims 1-23 and 36, drawn to a shape memory alloy, classified in Class 
148 subclass 402. 

II. Claims 24-35, drawn to a method for training an iron-manganese-silicon 
shape memory alloy, classified in Class 148, subclass 563. 

The inventions are distinct, each from the other because: 
Inventions I and II are related as process of making and product made. The 
inventions are distinct if either or both of the following can be shown: (1 ) that the 
process as claimed can be used to make other and materially different product or (2) 
that the product as claimed can be made by another and materially different process 
(MPEP § 806.05(f)). In the instant case, the product could be made by hot rolling, 
annealing at higher than 900^C, cold rolling and annealing at 900 °C to 1 100 ^C. 

During a telephone conversation with David L. Suter on 7/8/03 a provisional 
election was made with traverse to prosecute the invention of Group 1, claims 1-9. 
Affirmation of this election must be made by applicant in replying to this Office action. 
Claims 24-35 are withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 
CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 
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Hiroaki et al JP63-183154 in view of Ullakko et al. WO 97/03215 

2. Claims 1 -24 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hiroaki et al. (JP63-183154) in view of Ullakko et al. (WO 97/03215). 

3. Hiroaki et al. teach (See Abstract) a shape memory alloy consisting of, by weight, 
20-40% Mn, 3.5-8% Si, and < 1 0% Cr and the balance Fe and impurities. 

4. With respect to Cr in Claims 1 ; Hiroaki et al.'s ranges of, by weight, < 10% Cr and 
the balance Fe (See Abstract) overlap the ranges of from about 1 % to about 8% Cr and 
the balance Fe of the claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or 
lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists. 
See In re Wertheim, 541 F. 2d 257. 191 USPQ 90 (CCPA1976); In re Woodruff, 919 F. 
2d 1575, 16 USPQ2d 1934.(Fed. Cir. 1990). See MPEP 2144.05. 

5. With respect to "an effective amount of Mn and Si In Claim 1 , Hiroaki et al. 
includes Mn and Si in their alloy. Therefore, since Hiroaki et al. identify their alloy as a 
shape memory alloy, there is "an effective amount of Mn or Si present in Hiroaki et al. 
in clear anticipation of "an effective amount of Mn or Si of the claimed invention. See 
MPEP 2173.05(c). 

6. Hiroaki et al. do not teach an effective amount of N in the alloy. 

Ullakko et al. (WO 97/03215) teach a Fe-Mn-Si-Cr shape memory alloy having, 
by weight, 0.01-0.8 % N (See Claim 1). Ullakko et al. teach that N improves corrosion 
resistance and shape memory (See page 7 lines 2-11). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/066,31 2 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1742 

7. With respect to N in Claim 1 , because the function of N is well known in the art as 
evidenced by Ullakko et al.'s teaching (See page 7 lines 2-11), therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have added N to Hiroaki et al.'s alloy. 

In order to improve the corrosion resistance and shape memory as taught by Ullakko et 
al. 

8. With respect to Mn in Claims 2 or 3, Hiroaki et al.'s range of, by weight, 20-40% 
Mn overlaps the range of from about 1 8% to about 35% Mn of Claim 2 of the claimed 
invention or the range of from about 20% to about 30% Mn of Claim 3 of the claimed 
invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by 
the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

9. With respect to Si in Claims 4 or Claim 5, Hiroaki et al.'s range of, by weight, 3.5- 
8% Si overlaps the range of from about 5.2% to about 8% Si of Claim 4 of the claimed 
invention or the range of from about 5.5% to about 6% Si of Claim 5 of the claimed 
invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by 
the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

10. With respect to Cr in Claims 6, Hiroaki et al.'s range of, by weight, < 10% Cr 
overlaps the range of from about 2% to about 5% Cr of the claimed invention. 
Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior 
art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 
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1 1 . With respect to N in Claim 7, see paragraph 7 above. Ullakko et al.'s range of, 
by weight, 0.01-0.8% N overlaps the range of from about 0.1% to about 0.5% N of the 
claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges 
disclosed by the prior arT, a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 
2144.05). 

1 2. With respect to Fe in Claims 8 and 9, Hiroaki et al.'s range of "balance of Fe" 
overlaps the range of from about 55% to about 75% Fe of Claim 8 of the claimed 
invention of from about 61 % to about 70% Fe of Claim 9 of the claimed invention. 
Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior 
art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

1 3. With respect to the claimed shape recovery value of "about 1 00% shape 
recovery with one cycle of thermo-mechanical training with a prestrain of about 3%" in 
Claim 10, this value would have been expected to be met by Hiroaki et al, because the 
composition of Hiroaki et al. is identified as a shape memory alloy and is substantially 
the same as the claimed invention. Therefore, shape recovery values of the claimed 
range would have highly been expected to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Best 
195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977) and MPEP 2112.01. 

14. With respect to Claim 1 1 , Hiroaki et al.'s ranges of, by weight, 20-40% Mn, 3.5- 
8% Si, and 10% Cr and the balance Fe overlap the ranges of from about 20% to 
about 40% Mn, from about 5.5% to about 6% Si, from about 1% to about 8% Cr and 
from about 60% to about 70% Fe of the claimed Invention. Therefore, since the claimed 
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ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of 
obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

15. With respect to N in Claim 1 1 , see paragraph 7 above. Ullakko et al.'s range of, 
by weight, 0.01 -0.8% N overlaps the range of from about 0. 1 % to about 0.5% N of the 
claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges 
disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 
2144.05). 

16. With respect to Cr in Claims 12, Hiroaki et al.'s range of, by weight, :s 10% Cr 
overlaps the range of from about 2% to about 5% Cr of the claimed invention. 
Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior 
art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

1 7. With respect to N in Claim 1 3, see paragraph 7 above. Ullakko et al.'s range of, 
by weight, 0.01-0.8% N overlaps the range of from about 0. 1 % to about 0.3% N of the 
claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges 
disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 
2144.05). 

1 8. With respect to the claimed shape recovery value of "about 1 00% shape 
recovery with one cycle of thermo-mechanical training with a prestrain of about 3%" in 
Claim 14, this value would have been expected to be met by Hiroaki et al, because the 
composition of Hiroaki et al. is identified as a shape memory alloy and is substantially 
the same as the claimed invention. Therefore, shape recovery values of the claimeid 
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range would have highly been expected to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Best 
195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977) and MPEP 2112.01. 

19. With respect to Mn, Si, Cr and Fe In Claims 15-17, Hiroaki et al.'s ranges of, by 
weight, 20-40% Mn, 3.5-8% Si, and ^ 10% Cr and the balance Fe overlap the ranges of 
about 20% Mn, about 5.5% Si, about 5% Cr and the balance Fe of the Claim 15 of the 
claimed invention or of 25% Mn, about 5% Si, about 5% Cr, and the balance Fe of 
Claimie of the claimed invention, or about 30% Mn, about 6% Si, about 2% Cr of Claim 
17 of the claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside 
ranges disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 
2144.05). 

20. With respect to about 0.16% N to about 0.10% N in Claims 15-17, Ullakko et al.'s 
range of, by weight, 0.01-0.8% N overlaps the range of about 0.16% N in Claim 15 of 
the claimed invention, or about 0.13% N of Claim 16 of the claimed invention, or about 
0.10% N of Claim 17 of the claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges 
"overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of 
obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

21 . With respect to Mn, Si, Cr and Fe iri Claims 18 and 19, Hiroaki et al.'s ranges of, 
by weight, 20-40% Mn, 3.5-8% Si, and < 10% Cr and the balance Fe overlap the ranges 
of from about 1 8% to about 35% Mn, from about 5% to about 8% Si, from about 1 % to 
about 8% Cr and the balance Fe of the Claim 18 of the claimed invention or of from 
about 20% to about 30% Mn, from about 5.5% to about 6% Si, from about 2% to about 
5% Cr, and from about 61 % to about 70% Fe of Claimi 9 of the claimed invention. 
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Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior 
art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

22. With respect to N in Claims 18 and 19, Ullakko et al.'s range of, by weight, 0.01- 
0.8% N overlaps the range of from about 0.08% to about 0.5% N In Claim 18 of the 
claimed invention, or from about 0.1% to about 0.3% N of Claim 19 of the claimed 
invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie Inside ranges disclosed 
by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

23. With respect to Cr In Claim 20, HIroakI et al.'s range of, by weight, s 10% Cr 
overlap the range of from about 1 % to about 8% Cr of the claimed invention. Therefore, 
since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art", a 
prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 21 44.05). 

24. With, respect to N in Claim 20, Ullakko et al.'s range of, by weight, 0.01-0.8% N 
overlaps the range of from about 0. 1 % to about 0.2% N of the claimed invention. 
Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior 
art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

25. With respect to Mn, Si and Fe in Claims 21 , Hiroaki et al.'s ranges of, by weight, • 
20-40% Mn, 3.5-8% SI and the balance Fe overlap the ranges of from about 18% to 
about 35% Mn, from about 5% to about 8% Si and from about 55% to about 75% Fe in 
Claim 21 of the claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie 
inside ranges disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See 
MPEP 2144.05). 
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26. With respect to Mn, Si, Cr and Fe in Claim 22, Hiroaki et al.'s ranges of, by 
weight. 20-40% Mn, 3.5-8% Si, and ^ 10% Cr and the balance Fe overlap the ranges of 
from about 20% to about 30% Mn, from about 5.5% to about 6% Si, from about 2% to 
about 5% Cr and from about 55% to about 75% Fe of the claimed invention. Therefore, 
since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art", a 
prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

27. With respect to N in Claim 22, Ullakko et al.'s range of, by weight, 0.01-0.8% N 
overlaps the range of from about 0.1% to about 0.16% N of the claimed invention. 
Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior 
art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

28. With respect to the claimed shape recovery value of "about 1 00% shape 
recovery with one cycle of thermo-mechanical training with a prestrain of about 3%" in 
Claim 23, this value would have been expected to be met by Hiroaki et al, because the 
composition of Hiroaki et al. is identified as a shape memory alloy and is substantially 
the same as the claimed invention. Therefore, shape recovery values of the claimed 
range would have highly been expected to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Best 
195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977) and MPEP 2112.01. 

29. Claim 36 is a product-by-process claim which is a product claim that defines the 
claimed product in terms of the process of Claim 24 (See MPEP 2173.05p), 

. It is well settled that "If the product in the product-by-process claim is the same 
as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though the 
prior product was made by a different process." In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 698, 227 
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USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). Because the composition of tlie claimed Fe-Mn-Si 
shape memory alloy containing Cr and N appears to be the same or similar to that of 
Hiroaki et al. in view of Ullakko et a. as discussed above, and there is no evidence in 
the record that the claimed process would result in unobvious difference between the 
claimed memory alloy and the prior art alloy, therefore, a prima facie case of 
obviousness exists (See MPEP 21 1 3, 21 00-21 57). 
Ullakko et al. WO 97/03215 

30. Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ullakko et al. (WO 97/03215). 

31 . Ullakko et al. teach a shape memory alloy containing, by weight, 5.0-50.0% Mn, 
0-8.0% Si, 0.01-0.8% N, 0.1-20% Cr and Fe (See Claim 1 ). 

32. With respect to Cr in Claims 1 , Ullakko et ai.'s ranges of, by weight, 0.1-20% Cr 
and overlap the ranges of from about 1 % to about 8% Cr and the balance Fe of the 
claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges 
disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists. See In re 
Wertheim. 541 F. 2d 257, 191 USPQ 90 (CCPA1976); In re Woodruff, 919 F. 2d 1575, 
16 USPQ2d 1934 (Fed. Cir. 1990). See MPEP 2144.05. 

33. With respect to "an effective amount of Mn, Si and N in Claim 1 , Ullakko et al. 
include Mn, Si and N in their alloy. Therefore, since Ullakko et al. identify their alloy as 
a shape memory alloy, there is "an effective amount of Mn, Si and N present in Ullakko 
et al. in clear anticipation of "an effective amount of Mn, Si and N of the claimed 
invention. See MPEP 2173.05 (c). 
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34. With respect to Mn in Claims 2 or 3, Ullakko et al.'s range of, by weight, 5-50% 
Mn overlaps the range of from about 18% to about 35% Mn of Claim 2 of the claimed 
invention or the range of from about 20% to about 30% Mn of Claim 3 of the claimed 
invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by 
the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

35. With respect to Si in Claims 4 or Claim 5, Ullakko et al.'s range of, by weight, 0- 
8.0% Si overlaps the range of from about 5.2% to about 8% Si of Claim 4 of the claimed 
Invention or the range of from about 5.5% to about 6% Si of Claim 5 of the claimed 
invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by 
the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

36. With respect to Cr in Claims 6, Ullakko et al.'s range of, by weight, 0. 1 -20.0% Cr 
overlaps the range of from about 2% to about 5% Cr of the claimed invention. 
Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior 
art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

37. With respect to N in Claim 7, Ullakko et al.'s range of, by weight, 0.01-0.8% N 
overiaps the range of from about 0.1% to about 0.5% N of the claimed invention. 
Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior 
art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

38. With respect to Fe in Claims 8 and 9, Ullakko et al.'s range of Fe wherein only Cr 
is one of the following elements overlaps the range of from about 55% to about 75% Fe 
of Claim 8 of the claimed invention of from about 61 % to about 70% Fe of Claim 9 of the 
claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overiap or lie inside ranges 
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disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 
2144.05). 

39. With respect to the claimed shape recovery value of "about 1 00% shape 
recovery with one cycle of thermo-mechanical training with a restrain of about 3%" in 
Claim 10, this value would have been expected to be met by Ullakko et al, because the 
composition of Ullakko et al. is identified as a shape memory alloy and is substantially 
the same as the claimed invention. Therefore, shape recovery values of the claimed 
range would have highly been expected to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Best 
1 95 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1 977) and MPEP 2112.01. 

40. With respect to Claim 1 1 , Ullakko et al.'s ranges of, by weight, 5.0-50.0% Mn, 0- 
8.0% Si, 0.01-0.8% N, 0.1-20% Cr and Fe overlap the ranges of from about 20% to 
about 40% Mn, from about 5.5% to about 6% Si, from about 1% to about 8% Cr, from 
about 0.1 to about 0.5% N and from about 60% to about 70% Fe of the claimed 
invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed 
by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

41 . With respect to Cr in Claims 12, Ullakko et al.'s range of, by weight, 0.1-20% Cr 
overlaps the range of from about 2% to about 5% Cr of the claimed invention. 
Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior 
art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

42. With respect to N in Claim 13, see paragraph 8 above. Ullakko et al.'s range of, 
by weight, 0.01 -0.8% N overlaps the range of from about 0. 1 % to about 0.3% N of the 
claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges 
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disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 
2144.05). 

43. With respect to the claimed shape recovery value of "about 1 00% shape 
recovery with one cycle of thermo-mechanical training with a prestrain of about 3%" In 
Claim 14, this value would have been expected to be met by Ullakko et al, because the 
composition of Ullakko et al. is identified as a shape memory alloy and is substantially 
the same as the claimed invention. Therefore, shape recovery values of the claimed 
range would have highly been expected to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Best 
195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977) and MPEP 2112.01. 

44. With respect to Mn, Si, Cr, N and Fe in Claims 15-17, Ullakko et al.'s ranges of, 
by weight, 5.0-50.0% Mn, 0-8.0% Si, 0.01-0.8% N, 0.1-20% Cr and Fe overlap the 
ranges of about 20% Mn, about 5.5% Si, about 5% Cr, about 0.16% N and the balance 
Fe of the Claim 15 of the claimed invention or of 25% Mn, about 5% Si, about 5% Cr, 
about 0.13% N and the balance Fe of ClaimIS of the claimed invention, or about 30% 
Mn, about 6% Si, about 2% Cr, about 0.10% N of Claim 17 of the claimed invention. 
Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior 
art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

45. With respect to Mn, Si, Cr, N and Fe in Claims 18 and 19, Ullakko et al.'s ranges 
of, by weight, 5.0-50.0% Mn, 0-8.0% Si, 0.01-0.8% N, 0.1-20% Cr and Fe overlap the 
ranges of from about 18% to about 35% Mn, from about 5% to about 8% Si, from about 
1 % to about 8% Cr, from about 0.08% to about 0.5% N and the balance Fe of the Claim 
18 of the claimed invention or of from about 20% to about 30% Mn, from about 5.5% to 
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about 6% Si, from about 2% to about 5% Cr, from about 0.1% to about 0.3% N and from 
about 61% to about 70% Fe of Claim19 of the claimed invention. Therefore, since the 
claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie 
case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 21 44.05). 

46. With respect to Cr in Claim 20, Ullakko et al.'s range of, by weight, 0.1-20% Cr 
and 0.01-0.8% N overlap the range of from about 1 % to about 8% Cr and from about 
0.1% to about 0.2% N of the claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges 
"overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of* 
obviousness exists (See MPEP 2144.05). 

47. With respect to Mn, Si and Fe in Claims 21 , Ullakko et al.'s ranges of, by weight, 
5.0-50.0% Mn, 0-8.0% Si and Fe overlap the ranges of from about 18% to about 35% 
Mn, from about 5% to about 8% Si and from about 55% to about 75% Fe in Claim 21 of 
the claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges 
disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 
2144.05). 

48. With respect to Mn, Si, Cr, N and Fe in Claim 22, Ullakko et al.'s ranges of, by 
weight, 5.0-50.0% Mn, 0-8.0% Si, 0.01-0.8% N, 0.1-20% Cr and Fe overiap the ranges 
of from about 20% to about 30% Mn, from about 5.5% to about 6% Si, from about 2% to 
about 5% Cr, from about 0.1% to about 0.16% N and from about 55% to about 75% Fe 
of the claimed invention. Therefore, since the claimed ranges "overiap or lie inside 
ranges disclosed by the prior art", a prima facie case of obviousness exists (See MPEP 
2144.05). 
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49. With respect to the claimed shape recovery value of "about 100% shape 
recovery with one cycle of thermo-mechanical training with a prestrain of about 3%" in 
Claim 23, this value would have been expected to be met by Ullakko et al, because the 
composition of Ullakko et al. is identified as a shape memory alloy and is substantially 
the same as the claimed invention. Therefore, shape recovery values of the claimed 
range would have highly been expected to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Best 
195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977) and MPEP 2112.01. 

50. Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Ullakko et al. (WO 97/03215). It is 
well settled that "If the product in the product-by-process claim is the same as or 
obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though the prior 
product was made by a different process." In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 698, 227 USPQ 
964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). In the instant case, because the composition of the claimed 
Fe-Mn-Si shape memory alloy containing Cr and N appears to be the same or similar to 
that of HDo>il^>g^bcl[/^'fb*/itf< fe#tJllakko et a. as discussed above and there is no 
evidence in the record that the claimed process would result in unobvious property 
difference between the claimed memory alloy and the prior art alloy, therefore, a 
rejection based alternatively on either section 1 02 or section 1 03 of the statue is 
eminently fair and acceptable (See MPEP 21 13, 2100-57). 
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Conclusion 



51 . The prior art of record and not relied upon Is considered pertinent to applicants' 
disclosure. 

U.S. Pat. No. 5,173,131 to Mantel relates to a Fe-Mn-Si-Cr shape memory alloy. 
JP Pub. No. 10-226849 to Otsuka et al. relates to a Fe-Mn-Si-Cr shape memory 

alloy. 

JP Pub. No. 621 12751 A to Hiroo et al. relates to a Fe-Mn-Si-Cr shape memory 

alloy. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David H. LeRoy whose telephone number is 703-305- 
5793. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 7-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Roy V. King can be reached on 703-308-1 146. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 872-9310 for 
regular communications and 872-931 1 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308- 
0661. 
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